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Beyond Cultural and National Identities:
Current Re-evaluation of the Kominka
Literature from Taiwan’s Japanese Period

Sung-shcng Yvorme Chang

This paper is an offshoot of a larger, ongoing project that
intends to deal with the relationship between various artistic
formations and the dominant culture in Taiwan’s post-1949 era.1
Though the lifting of martial law in 1987 has demarcated this era
into two drastically different periods and a clearer contour of the
new period seems to be just beginning to emerge in the mid1990s, various cultural forces are still busily negotiating with
each other. Nonetheless, there seems to be a general
consensus as to what constitutes a core of the new dominant
culture: the spirit of pen-fu, or a nativist imperative that obliges
one to treat Taiwan as the “center” in one’s cultural mapping.
The primary driving force for this recent reconstitution of
Taiwan's dom inant culture undoubtedly came from the
momentous changes in the political arena in the post-martial law
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1
This paper is completed with a grant from the Pacific Cultural
Foundation. I would like to thank Professor Ping-hui Liao for having
included me in a research project, sponsored by the National Science
Council of the Republic of China, at the National Tsing Hua University
in 1994. Much of the material on which arguments in this paper are
based was collected during my seven-month stay in Taiwan that year.
In addition, a research grant from the Center for Chinese Studies in
Taipei for 1992-93 enabled me to start my research on the broad
subject of Taiwan's contemporary literary discourse.
In observation of the Chinese naming convention, names of
Chinese scholars in this paper are given in the original word order, i.e.
surname first, followed by given name.
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period. This rather crude factor, however, should not obscure our
vision of the longer, more far-reaching evolutionary process of
cultural change in contemporary Taiwan. Simply put, since the
early 1980s, the older cultural hegemony has been seriously
contested by forces coming from the Taiwanese cultural
nationalism advocated in a vibrant
(nativization)
trend on the one hand, and from various radical cultural
formations on the other. Limited by space, this paper will only
deal with specific aspects of the nativization trend, with the main
paradigm taken from the literary field. The paper will begin with a
brief overview of the indigenous literary discourse in Taiwan’s
post-1949 era, followed by analyses of recent scholarly reevaluations of the Kom/'n/ca literature from Taiwan’s Japanese
period. Through this investigation, I hope to reach a better
understanding of some im portant issues pertaining to
contemporary cultural transformation in Taiwan, such as the role
of cultural nationalism, the problem of identity construction, and
efforts toward institutionalizing Taiwanese literary studies as an
academic discipline.
Reclaiming the Native; Indigenous Literary Discourse in
Taiwan's Post-1949 Era
Historically speaking, modern Taiwanese literature was
born in the 1920s amidst the Taiwanese New Literary Movement
(Hsu 1995; Liang 1996). From the point of view of mainstream
literary production, however, there is little doubt that the legacy
of this tradition has been minimal in Taiwan^ post-1949 era.
(“Taiwanese New Literary M ovement” here refers to the
aggregate of literary conventions, critical discourses, aesthetic
assumptions, and linguistic usage in creative works between the
mid-1920s and the end of the Japanese period in 1945.) What is
more, imprints of this modern literary tradition were considered
suspicious and were painstakingly suppressed. Instead, the
vigorous literary development in contemporary Taiwan has been
largely nourished by traditions of non-indigenous origins: the
lyrical-sentimental strands of the Chinese New Literature; literary
modernism from the West; a nativist reaction to modernism,
which nonetheless had recourse to an ea rlier Western
importation, socialist-realism; and various global trends of more
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recent years, such as postmodernism and queer theory.
To be sure, despite the unfavorable environment during
the martial law period, efforts to preserve an indigenous line of
literary development have always been present. More notable
activities include: circulation in the fifties of an informal
newsletter, the Wen-yu tJung-hsun [Literary correspondence]
among a dozen or so native Taiwanese writers; founding of Li
shih-she [Poetry Society of the Bamboo Hat] and the magazine
Tai-wan wen-yi [Taiwanese literature] in the sixties; publication
in the late seventies of two literary anthologies on the Japanese
period, Jih-chu hsia Tai-wan hsin wen-hsueh [Taiwanese new
literature under the Japanese occupation] (Ming-fan, 1979) and
Kuang-fu chlen Tai-wan tso-chia hsuan-chi [Collected works by
Taiwanese writers before the repatriation of Taiwan] (Yuanching, 1979); and appearance in the eighties of a short-lived
literary magazine Wen-hsueh chieh [Literary world] and the (not
officially recognized) Taiwanese Pen Association. These,
however, occupied rather marginal positions in the general field
of cultural production. Of much greater visibility and influence
were politically informed intellectual discourses, such as those
generated by the Hsiang-Vu wen-hsueh lun-chan [Nativist
literary debate] in 1977-78 and the Tai-wan yi-shih lun-chan
[“Taiwanese consciousness” debate] in 1983-84, which as a rule
used literature as a way of avoiding direct confrontation with the
government and of mobilizing crowds for specific forms of
political intervention (Chang 1993; Shih 1988).
Such high-profile debates, though primarily political in
orientation, have inspired and provided am m unition for
indigenous literary discourse and have created significant, but
perhaps unintended, results. For instance, inspired by the
Nativist literary discourse, Yeh Shih-fao, a veteran writer and
literary critic from the Japanese period, affirms the cultural
uniqueness of the indigenous Taiwanese literary tradition in his
essay，“T ’ai-wan hsiang-t’u wen-hsueh-shih tao-lun” [An
introduction to the history of Taiwanese nativist literature] (Yeh
1979: 1-25).2 The essay's thinly veiled message deviated from
the general ideological outlook of such leaders of the movement
as Ch^n Ying-chen, and Yeh was consequently chastised for his
“misguided separatist tendency” （
Ch’en 1977). Nonetheless，
2
May, 1977.
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history has proven that the long-range impact of the Nativist
literary movement has gone beyond the specific agenda of its
earlier proponents, who favored socialist humanitarianism and
voiced a nationalism calling for an undivided China. Many
members of the baby-boomer generation that arrived on
Taiwan’s cultural scene in the 1980s have later professed that
their consciousness of "Taiwanese subjectivity" was raised for
the first time during the Nativist literary movement. Viewed with
hindsight, the split in 1981-82 of the Nativist camp followed by
the decline of the “Chinese nationalism” espoused by its leaders
was not accidental. While it attacked the fictionality of the
government-imposed cultural narrative and the repression of
people's historical memory, the Nativist movement at the same
time unleashed a hidden critical energy which, once out, took on
its own momentum. Different kinds of communal aspirations
were expressed in the wake of the Nativist literary movement,
and the particular visions of a core group of Nativist intellectuals
had to compete with many others in the unusually lively cultural
stage of the 1980s.
In a way, this unintended legacy of the Nativist literary
movement supplied the animating force for the general field of
cultural production in the 1980s. In particular, highly visible
events in the literary sphere in the 1970s, generated by
centrifugal forces radiating from the center of the Nativist literary
movement, contributed significantly to the growth of a more
broadly based “nativization” trend in the following decade. These
events include the resurrection of the legendary literary figure of
Yang K'ui, the bestowal of a posthumous fame on Chung Li-ho
(unquestionably one of the finest writers in the modern literary
history of Taiwan), and the reprinting of Wu Cho-liu's Ya-hsi-ya
te ku-erh [The orphan of Asia], a novel that has inspired much
discussion on the inherently traumatic nature of the 'Taiwanese
identity."3 Even though a certain amount of camouflage was
required at the time to win government approval (such as the
coining of an image of the anti-Japanese, nationalist hero Yang
K’ui，and the stress on Chung’s patriotic love for the Chinese
3
In H/u C/?o-//ty teo-p’/>7 ch/ [Collected works by Wu Cho-liu】
. For
political reasons, this multi-volume collection does not include WuJs
famous memoir Wu-hua kuo [The fig tree].
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motherland), notable consequences were that the status of
indigenous Taiwanese literature was raised and that selected
samples of pre-war Taiwanese literature became accessible to a
wider circle of the intelligentsia. At the same time, even though
the socialist appeals and left-wing ideology that once dominated
the Nativist writings in the mid-1970s have waned along with the
movement, they have fostered a spirit of resistance that
emphatically underscores such new brands of indigenous
literature as the saga novels (Li Ch^ao, Tung-fang pai, Chung
Chao-cheng, etc.), prison literature (Shih Ming-cheng, Yao Chiawen, etc.), and works that either expose the crimes of the
Nationalist government’s political indoctrination (Lin Shuang-pu)
or explore controversies surrounding taboo subjects such as the
2.28 Incident.
For a trained literary historian, it is obvious that this
literature is fully the product of the special dynamics of post-war
Taiwan’s socio-cultural developments and can hardly be
considered a return to the pre-war tradition of the Taiwanese
New Literature. For example, despite the historical subject
matter of the saga novels, this literature has more to do with the
contemporary period than with the Japanese period, and it is
heavily indebted to the aesthetic assumptions advanced by the
Nativist literary movement of the 1970s. Or, in the case of Lin
Shuang-pu's expose fiction, though thematically counterhegemonic, its stylistic traits amply suggest that the author has
assimilated well the characteristic mainstream artistic criteria.
Such observations, however, are only meaningful to people in
the scholarly community. To the ardent revivalists of a distinctive
Taiwanese culture, the historical continuity of an unadulterated
literary lineage is essential and must be confirm ed or
constructed at every cost. Thus a task that has engaged many
non-academic literary historians is the search for an axis along
which the Taiwanese literary tradition has supposedly evolved.
Many have subscribed to Yeh Shih-t’ao’s vision that the “anti
imperial and anti-feudalist” spirit is the true essence of the
Taiwanese literary tradition, and some have even taken the
embodiment of this spirit as a criterion for "authentic" Taiwanese
literature.
This phenomenon can of course be interpreted from a
number of different angles. On the one hand, from the viewpoint
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of professional literary studies, one can easily point out that
Yeh’s proposition does not have much validity as a historical
description. By virtue of its patent exclusiveness, it tells a partial
truth and is unable to account for the extremely complex
phenomenon of literary production in post-war Taiwan. And the
fact that so much time and energy have been spent debating
who should be considered 'Taiwanese writers" makes it evident
that the discourse on indigenous Taiwanese literature since the
1980s has been too often dominated by the political agenda of
Taiwanese nationalism, in much the same way that the Nativist
literary discourse was dominated by simplistic leftist views. The
question as to whether Pai Hsien-yung, Yu Kuang-chung, and
Wang Wen-hsing are legitimate Taiwanese writers only makes
sense under the premise that post-war settlers (mainlanders) are
dubious members of the Taiwanese political community.
On the other hand, however, the fact that discourse on
indigenous Taiwanese literature has been subordinate to the
political discourse of Taiwanese nationalism does not mean that
these two discourses share the same orientations or the same
goals. As John Hutchinson has argued, even though cultural and
political nationalisms frequently converge in the same movement
and are mutually inspiring, a distinction still can and should be
made between the two. Political nationalists are primarily
concerned with citizenship rights, and
[to] mobilize a political constituency on behalf of this goal, they
may appeal to ethnic sentiments and in the process become llretraditionalized” . . . [B]ut their objectives are essentially
modernist to secure a representative state for their community
so that it might participate as an equal in the developing world
civilization (emphasis mine). (Hutchinson 1994: 43)

Cultural nationalists, on the other hand, perceive the
nation as an organic entity and a creative force that is imbued
with individuality. Their primary goal, therefore, is the moral
regeneration of the community by means of evoking and
appropriating “genuine communal memories linked to specific
homelands, cultural practices and forms of socio-political
organization" (1994: 20).
It is therefore more appropriate to look at Yeh’s proposition
as a performative speech-act. Together with his voluminous

Beyond Cultural and National Identities

81

reminiscences on pre-war and wartime Taiwanese writers, his
work sets the stage for the use of the tradition of the Taiwanese
New Literature movement as a cultural symbol. Wielding this
symbol, Yeh has played the role of a typical cultural nationalist in
educating his fellow Taiwanese "to their common heritage of
splendor and suffering" in order to inspire in them an emotional
loyalty to this community and ((to differentiate it against other
communities” （
Hutchinson 1987: 16). As a survivor of a bygone
era, Yeh's seemingly anachronistic evocation of the ,lantiimperialism, anti-feudalism” slogan (with the normally concurrent
term “anti-colonial” under erasure here) speaks to a deep
impulse of many older Taiwanese who have been twice
subjugated to colonial or quasi-colonial rules in their lifetimes.
And Yeh's own personal career, which has moved from tonguein-cheek collaboration to explicit protest and defiant selfassertion, bears out the convoluted trajectory of the collective
expression of this impulse. It is in this sense that the term
“Taiwanese literature” has been imbued with the potency of a
political sign.4
Why do such myths and memories retain their hold, even today,
to fuel the nationalist project? There is no single answer, but two
considerations must take priority. The first is the role of ethnohistory, its myths, values, memories and symbols, in assuring
collective dignity (and through that some measure of dignity for
the individual) for populations which have come to feel excluded,
neglected or suppressed in the distribution of values and
opportunities. (Smith 1990: 182)

The above passage by Anthony D. Smith aptly defines a
common drive—an aspiration for "a reversal of collective status,
at least on the cognitive and moral levels'5—lying behind the
4 To assert the cultural uniqueness of the community, historians
have rewritten the history of Taiwan in a number of different ways. The
literary historians, for their part, have been most concerned with
Taiwanese New Literature which has developed since the 1920s, as
opposed to the traditional literature of the first half of the colonial
period. One obvious reason is that the New Literature was severely
suppressed in the martial law period due to its affiliation with the
"shame” of Taiwan’s colonial history.
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political and cultural nationalisms in Taiwan (1990: 182).
Despite fully justified emotional motives on the part of the
proponents of indigenous literature, literary historians cannot
afford to disregard the lack of sophistication in many of their
repeatedly expressed views. The single-minded shallowness
with which a host of literary debates were conducted in fact
points to a deeper problem, an infrastructural deficit in
humanities education in Taiwan's post-1949 era, for which
individual participants of such debates naturally cannot take the
entire blame. The structural factors— the ways in which
resources are distributed in the field of cultural production—are
even more relevant. It has been observed that Taiwanese
cultural nationalists tended to be those equipped with less
cultural capital, or those who had to struggle with sub-standard
resources.5 What is needed, therefore, is a substantial overhaul
in the entire field of literary studies.
And this process appears to be happening in the 1990s.
The lifting of martial law, the subsequent Taiwanization of the
Nationalist party, the Democratic Progressive Party's rise to
power, and the transformation of the media—all these forces
have initiated a process in which the status of indigenous
cultural products is being reversed.6 What we are witnessing in
the 1990s may very well be a “reconstitution” of Taiwan’s
dominant culture, in which formerly alternative or oppositional
formations are actively incorporated. All of these forces have
given tremendous impetus to the study of modern Taiwanese
literature. The resumption of the earlier journal Literary World
under a new name Wen-hsueh T'ai-wan [Literary Taiwan]
(1991- ), with professors at prestigious national universities
joining the editorial board, marked the beginning of academic
recognition of a hitherto suspicious category of scholarly pursuit.
A particularly noteworthy event was the publication of the multi
volume anthology, Tai-wan tso-chia ch}uan-chi [Anthology of
Taiwanese writers] (1991-) by the Ch’ien-wei publishing house，
5 See Helmut Martin’s observation on Yeh Shih-t’ao (Martin
1996:37).
6 Cultural sections in newspapers now feature reports on local
histories of different regions of Taiwan. Mainstream writers join in
public efforts to create more narratives about Taiwan's past that depart
from the official version of this history in the martial law period.
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establishing an alternative canon, has effectively challenged the
official genealogy of modern Chinese/Taiwanese literature. The
government-supported "Culture Centers>, at the sub-provincial
level, absorbing former members of alternative or oppositional
formations, are spinning out publications of literary research
materials and creative works of small commercial value. The
fervor showered on Taiwanese literary studies reached an apex
in the anniversary year of 1995, when an impressive number of
conferences on the subject were held with handsome subsidies
from the government, in particular the Council for Cultural
Construction and Development of the Executive Yuan. Even
though the public zeal for Taiwanese literary studies is soon
likely to subside, the ecology of the field has been permanently
altered.7 Raymond Williams has identified three aspects in the
general cultural process: tradition, institution, and formation
(Williams 1977: 115). We have already witnessed the unfolding
of the nativization trend and the use of the tradition of Taiwanese
New Literature as a cultural symbol. The next natural step
should be the institutionalization of Taiwanese literary studies,
which, in fact, is already very much on the horizon.8
Re，
evaluating the "T ra ito r” Literature: A n Id e n tity Trap
The majority of serious scholars who have become
involved in the study of Taiwanese literature share to an
extensive degree the goals of Taiwanese cultural nationalism. As
scholars, however, they face problems that are necessarily of a
different nature. This section will explore some of their basic
problems by way of examining some of these scholars, re
7 By enlarging the pool of students from which future scholars
will be produced, this temporary rage for Taiwanese literary studies has
a predictable long-term benefit. Another relatively new phenomenon is
that younger scholars with training in W estern critical
methodology— many trained in comparative literature— have also
begun to work on Taiwanese literature.
8 The spring 1995 public hearing on implementing a new law
requiring all newly founded colleges to have a Department of
Taiwanese Literature and the 1996 proposal to found graduate
institutions of Taiwanese literature in the Liberal Arts College of
National Taiwan University are just such examples.
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evaluations of Kominka literature.
Unlike the political nationalists who primarily wish to
promote the community's rights and prestige in a contemporary
world, the cultural nationalists look to the past in a search for
roots of a distinctive group identity. While doing so, it is
impossible for the Taiwanese cultural nationalists to skirt the
question of the community's historical ties to China. In order to
legitimize communal aspirations against a competing Chinese
nationalism, tremendous amounts of intellectual energy have
been invested in redefining the Taiwanese ethnic and cultural
identity in the last fifteen years or so, a process which has
resulted in the rapid and vigorous evolution of the nativization
discourse. Without attempting a systematic analysis of this
discourse, I would like to observe that the literary scholars and
historians partaking in this project seem to harbor a greater
sense of ambivalence toward the Chinese heritage than do their
counterparts in other intellectual spheres. For many of them,
schooled in Chinese or history departments and intellectually
nourished by the post-1949 dominant culture, the constant need
to differentiate a “genuine” Chinese cultural heritage from the
official version of it, which has been conceived within a
discourse of power, can be emotionally taxing. Crucial questions
pertaining to the future of the entangled identity issue—whether
national, ethnic and cultural identities are in fact separable in the
practice of everyday life— are relatively easy to handle. A
prevailing attitude submits that everything in the long run will be
resolved through political means. It is the questions regarding
the past that demand their concentrated deliberation.9 These
scholars’ serious contem plation of the past involves an
intellectual process ultimately determined by the moral and
epistemic foundations of specific scholarly traditions.
The current re-evaluations of the literature written during

謝雪紅
台灣國

9
For instance, nationalist historians have been most interested
in either the precise moment of the historical awakening of the
Taiwanese with regard to the problematic identity issue or the
suppressed historical possibility for the Taiwanese of forming an
independent political entity. Lin Jui-ming's excellent work on Lai Ho,
Ch’en Fang-ming’s book on Hsieh Hsueh-hung, and Wu Mi-ch’a’s
writing about the short-lived Tai-wan-kuo are such examples. Lin Juiming said at a 1994 conference that, from an anthropological point of
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the Kominka campaign in the 1940s may in one sense serve to
illustrate the specific ways in which contemporary critics in
Taiwan work out their ambivalence concerning the identity issue
through the activity of literary interpretation. In another sense,
these interpretive exercises are necessarily conditioned by the
interpreter’s general framework of knowledge and intellectual
orientation, which goes beyond the interpreter's consciouslytaken stance on the question of identity. And whether these
scholar-critics can develop an ability to critically reflect on the
dominant framework of knowledge and intellectual tradition is
crucially relevant to the future development of Taiwanese literary
studies. The specimens of critical writings on the Kominka
literature I have examined here were written mostly in the last
three years (between 1993 and 1996). For the sake of
comparison, I have also included a few papers authored by
Japanese scholars. Since every sign indicates that scholarly
work on Taiwanese 丨
iterature of the Japanese period will
continue to develop, I do expect to revise my views presented
here in the near future as more relevant materials become
available.10
It is worth mentioning that within Taiwan’s general
intellectual circle, the renewed attention to Kominka literature
promptly elicited a knee-jerk response to the politically sensitive
“tra ito r” issue. Such view s, ranging from sym pathetic
understanding to outright condemnation, predictably diverge
view, the religion, language, and customs of the Taiwanese after a half
century of Japanese colonization were still primarily Chinese. That a
Tai-wan-shan (Taiwanese-style shirt) is essentially a t fang-shan
(Chinese-style shirt) is evidence to this effect. And Lin continued to
suggest that the awakening to the possibility of a distinctive Taiwanese
political identity was inspired by the liberation discourse on selfdetermination by "poor and weak peoples of the world" following the
First World War.
10
It is highly regrettable that I have not been able to take
consideration views expressed in papers delivered at a recent
conference on Lu Ho-jo held in Taiwan in November, 1996, when this
paper was just being finished. It is interesting to note, however, that
this conference was sponsored by the mainstream literary journal Lienho wen-hsueh [Unitas, a literary monthly], which proves that the
subject has moved farther toward the center of Taiwan's cultural stage.
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along ideological lines.11 Public opinion of this sort and its facile
verdicts fall short of acknowledging the complex reality
experienced by veteran writers from that historical period—this
can be easily proven. By contrast, however, even though the
scholarly reassessment of Kominka literature invariably betrays
personal predispositions (despite its claim of objectivity), the
nature of such predispositions is seldom merely ideological.
The first type of scholar whose writings I have examined
condemns the “traitor” mentality in principle. These scholars
have, however, attempted to carefully discriminate between
“genuine”一and thus unpardonable—Kominka works and works
that are commonly labeled Kominka literature but nonetheless
contain either implicitly or explicitly subversive elements. Their
studies typically employ conventional methods like drawing
evidence either intrinsically from the text or extrinsically from
objective circumstances, such as whether the manuscript had
been censored. This empirical approach, in a sense, also affects
the way these scholars perceive formal matters. For example, in
refuting the Japanese scholar Hoshina Koshu's argument that
Ch’en Huo-ch’uan’s “Tao” [The way] embodies the dual quality of
uKominka literature" and "resistance literature," Lin Jui-ming
argues that his reading of Kominka literature is predicated on a
principle of m orality and that, in this crucial matter, the
Taiwanese, as descendants of the victim s of im perialist
aggression, do not have the luxury of tolerating thematic
ambivalence (Lin 1996: 294-331).12 At the same time, Lin
approves of Wang Ch’ang-hsiung’s story “Pen-liu” [Rapid
torrents]. Lin says that the author, by making his main
characters, Ito and Lin Po-nien, represent two opposing attitudes
towards the Kominka program, ultimately preserved (to some
extent) the dignity of the Taiwanese as colonial subjects (1996:
311). Similarly，Ch’en Wan-yi defends Wang by pointing out how
11 The latter attitude is best illustrated by public indictments
articulated by Ch'en Ying-chen, a leading intellectual of the Nativist
literary movement in the 1970s and staunch advocate of Chinese
nationalism . Ch’en publicly castigated the lack of nationalist
consciousness among Taiwanese, which he considered shameful in
contrast with anti-Japanese sentiments m ilitantly expressed by
Koreans.
12 Hoshina Koshu's argument referred to by Lin here is found in
a 1992 article by Hoshina (64).
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each of the three main characters in his story is deeply
tormented by the colonial condition: the dilemma of having to
choose an identity, sometimes through radical means (Ch’en
1996).13
The second type of scholar opts for an apologetic
approach, focusing on the ways in which established Taiwanese
writers responded to compulsory assignments to produce war
propaganda. Works that receive special attention include, first,
stories featuring the theme of Jih-Tai chln-shan, that is, friendly
social exchanges between the Japanese and the Taiwanese
(“Yu，
lan hua” [The magnolia flower], “Lin-chu” [Neighbors], and
“Feng-t’ou shui_wei” [Barren land])，and, second, the more
explicitly eulogistic works written after these writers were sent on
official visits to military bases, mines, seashore salt fields and
factories of war supplies. Since almost every weN-known writer
at the time— including Yang K’ui，Lu Ho-jo，and Lung Yingtsung— has written works of the sort, the critics are primarily
searching these stories for traces of reluctance or resistance in
disguise. One original—and persuasive—argument is presented
by Shih Shu (Shih 1995:97).14 Shih contends that the exemplary
portrayal of the working class in certain works by leftist writers,
including Lu Ho-jo and Yang K’ui，surreptitiously introduces such
conventions of proletarian literature as collectivism and
ideological reform through labor, both prevalent in Communist
countries at the time. Thus, Shih suggests, these writers
sabotaged Japanese imperialism and its fascist warfare, which
they superficially endorsed.
Chung Mei-fang’s well-researched paper represents a third
type of critical writing by Taiwanese scholars, one which
perceives the Kominka campaign as an intensified version of the
longer and more successful assimilation program in the second
half of the Japanese period (Chung 1994). Interpreting Lu Ho13 The paper was originally presented at the conference, “Lai Ho
chi chi fung-shih-tai te tso-chia: Jih-chu shih-ch'i Tai-wan wen-hsueh
kuo-chi h u i-yi” [Lai Ho and his contem poraries: international
conference on Taiwanese literature in the Japanese period] , held at
National Tsing Hua University, Hsin-chu, Tciiwan, November, 1994.
14 An earlier version of the paper was presented at the llLai HoH
conference.
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jo’s “Shih-liu” [Guava] in an old-fashioned allegorical manner,
Chung Mei-fang takes the pathetic death of the third brother—a
young man who as a child was given to foster parents because
of the poverty of his own parents and has recently gone insane
for unclear reasons—as symbolically representing the younger
generation of Taiwanese, who are simultaneously attracted to
the heroic rhetoric of the Kominka campaign and disturbed by
the discriminative practice of the colonizers in real life. With a
wealth of historical materials (especially sources on a feud
between the Japanese-sponsored magazine Wen-yi Tai-wan
[Literary Taiwan] and the Tai-w an wen-hsueh [Taiwanese
literature], in which many important Taiwanese writers were
involved, and the newly recovered diary of Lu Ho-jo), Chung
offers valuable evidence that seems to confirm the wellcirculated view that, by depicting folk customs and rural life,
Taiwanese writers were at the time engaged in a form of ^cultural
resistance" against Japanese cultural assimilation, a practice
which of course was especially meaningful in view of the
ongoing Kominka campaign.15
All three groups of scholars discussed above share a
strong empirical tendency and have supported their arguments
with laboriously collected data. The historical research
conducted by these highly qualified scholars is undoubtedly
much needed, and its accumulated results promise to form a
solid foundation for the new field of Taiwanese literary studies.
At the same time, however, scholars familiar with contemporary
critical theories are likely to find their textual interpretations not
sophisticated enough. Lacking interest in the formal dimensions
of literary texts, these critics—
— with the possible exception of
Shih Shu— seem to be single-mindedly concerned with the
author’s consciously encoded thematic messages in the story
and use these messages as a basis for a final judgment on the
15
Lu wrote in his diary that he was deliberating on the idea of
incorporating more materials from China and that the “nationalist
cause" must now take precedence over other concerns in fiction
writing. Lu's diary thus offers persuasive evidence for the popular
critical opinion that the core group of writers associated with Taiwanese
Literature employed strategies of cultural resistance. These strategies
included deliberate depiction of local customs as a means of resistance
to the exoticization of Taiwanese landscape and folk customs for
Japanese audiences.
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author's moral character. Occupying high moral ground, these
critics by and large overlook— or purposefully defy— the
relativism in values and belief systems found in different
historical periods. In the field of modern Chinese literary studies,
scholars have repeatedly pointed out that moralist imposition
has been a major impediment to literary development in modern
China. And it seems to me that these Taiwanese scholars are
suffering from the same constraint. In what follows, therefore, I
would like to propose an alternative model for analyzing
Kominka literature, with the hope of shedding some light on the
inherent limitations of moralist criticism.
A central concept in the analytical model I endorse is that
of hegemony, or the dominant culture, as defined by Raymond
Williams. Simply put, hegemony is achieved with the tacit
consent and active support of those being dominated, who have
internalized the hegemonic values in the practice of everyday
life. What is perceived to be a matter of moral integrity by these
Taiwanese scholars, I would argue, has a great deal to do with
individual writers' positions in relation to the dominant culture.
By way of illustration, let us take a brief look at Chou Chinpo's story, "Shui-ai" [Mouth cancer]. Toward the end of the story,
the narrator, a Taiwanese doctor newly returned from Japan,
laments the fact that he shares blood with a despicable country
woman, the mother of a patient of his, whose ignorance and
selfishness seemed to him to be typical products of Taiwan’s
backward rural society. This rumination is followed by thoughts
on the doctor’s own responsibilities to enlighten his fellow
countrymen, as it has dawned on him that his role is not merely
that of a medical doctor, but also that of a spiritual doctor to his
people. There is, therefore, an apparent continuity that existed
between Lu Hsun, Lai Ho, and Chou Chin-po: all three of them
envisioned a "new, modern citizen" and their harsh criticism of
the old customs of the traditional society was marked by a
passionate love-hatred. There is, indeed, nothing inherently
immoral about the author’s thematic formulation. The real
problem, of course, lies in the fact that he has unreservedly
identified with the Japanese civilization and that, worse still, he
has simple-mindedly suggested resolving the problems of
Taiwanese society through the “Kom/V?-cultivation program”
(huang-min lien-ch^ng yun-tung). But as a young writer in his
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early twenties, Chou's belief in the movement might indeed have
been sincere, as he himself suggested at a conference in 1994,
and this might not even have been atypical of his generation of
Taiwanese at the time.16 Here we have encountered a crucial
sociological factor: the widened gaps between generations in
their cultural identifications. This is characteristic of the colonial
rule in its early stage and must be given serious consideration in
our reading of Kominka literature. Generally speaking, the most
active members of the literary community in the early 1940s
were modern Taiwanese writers of the second generation, who
were born in the early 1910s and intellectually nourished within
the Japanese education system, but whose sensitivity to racial
discrimination was intensified by various fascist war programs
pushed by the colonial government during the Pacific War.17This
group included nearly all the writers mentioned above, such as
Lu Ho-jo, Ch’en Huo-ch’uan，and Wang Ch’ang-hsiung. Their
relation to the dominant culture was considerably different from
that of their immediate predecessors，such as Lai Ho and Ch’en
Hsu-ku，whose much stronger cultural ties to China can be
largely explained by the traditional Chinese learning acquired by
gentry class members in childhood. After the official ban of
Chinese language magazines in 1937, many members of this
group reverted to writing traditional Chinese poetry. Newly
arriving on the literary scene in the 1940s, then, were a group of
16At the concluding session of the conference on Lai Ho and His
Contemporaries, several veteran writers from the Japanese period
were present (Wu Yung-fu，Yeh Shih-t’ao, Ch’en Ch’ien-wu，Lin Hengt’ai, Chou Chin-po，Yang Ch ，
ien-he，and Wang Ch’ang-hsiung),
representing a broad spectrum of attitudes. Chou Chin-po, the
unrepentant Kominka writer now in his seventies, declared in a
touching manner that “the motives behind the story ‘Chih-yuan ping’
[The volunteer soldier] were sincere and that the motives of those
young Taiwanese volunteers were also sincere.” “The Volunteer
Soldier" is a much criticized Kominka story by Chou. Chou's speech
was delivered entirely in the Japanese language.
17 Lai Ho (1894-1943) and Ch'en Hsu-ku (1891-1965) belonged
to the first generation; Chang Wen-huan (1909-1978), Lu Ho-jo (19141951?)，Lung Ying-tsung (b_ 1911), and Wang Ch’ang-hsiung (b. 1916)
belonged to the second generation; Yang K’ui (1905-1985) was
wedged in between.

Beyond Cultural and National Identities

91

even younger writers whose formative years fell entirely in the
second half of the Japanese period, a period in which the
Japanese colonial assimilation was notably more successful
than in the earlier period. Both Yeh Shih-fao (b. 1925) and Chou
Chin-po (b. 1925) belonged to this group. The facts that Chou
spent a large part of his formative years in Japan with his family
and that Yeh started his literary career under the patronage of a
weH-known Japanese man-of-letters are additional factors that
must have had significant bearings on these writers' relations to
the dominant culture.
If contemporary Taiwanese critics have treated Chou Chinpo less harshly than they did another writer, Ch5en Huo-ch'uan
(Chou seems to have been largely dismissed or considered
unworthy of scholarly treatment), can we perhaps say that
“ambivalence” is sometimes more offensive than “outright
betrayal"? Or, are these critics mainly looking for proofs of
existence of a “Taiwanese consciousness” in defiance of colonial
impositions, and in doing so have unwittingly projected their own
dilemma onto these lite ra ry texts? In either case, the
contemporary critics have superimposed on the Kominka work a
political concern from a different epoch, and as a result they
have only reiterated a universal moral standard to which they
have a personal commitment. Their criticism is patently partial
because of its arbitrary focus on the restricted domain of the
authors1 consciousness. A more historicized approach, one
would argue, should instead aim at the m ultifarious
configurations of the dominant culture in the literary text and at
the complicated, often self-contradictory, tactics the writer
employed to negotiate his identity. These configurations may be
found in scattered, thematically irrelevant details in the text,
which nonetheless reveal unexamined assumptions that these
authors shared with a large number of their contemporaries.
Indeed, despite their different thematic messages, all three
stories—“Mouth Cancer,” T h e Way，
” and “Rapid Torrents”一have
references to doubts about the Kominka movement among
ordinary Taiwanese. At the same time, their authors shared
assumptions that obviously were based on the same belief
system that permeated the dominant culture of the time: the
unquestioned "spirituality" of the Japanese civilization that finds
its expression in kendo (the Japanese art of swordplay)
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mentioned in more than one story; the backwardness in rural
Taiwan that has manifested itself in a pragmatic attitude and
naked materialism; and the lamentable lack of integrity and
idealism of ordinary Taiwanese. On the other hand, the authors1
sense of mission and their desire to improve the society and to
enlighten the Taiwanese people seem to signal a common
heritage of the Taiwanese New Culture movement. The
only—albeit crucial一difference is that by the 1940s，“Japanese
civilization" had replaced such utopian terms as "modern citizen"
and “new people” that appeared in Lai Ho’s fiction (which he had
in turn inherited from the turn-of-the-century Chinese intellectual
reformers through writings of the May Fourth movement) as
concrete embodiments of civil qualities in a modern society. A
writer's attitude toward the dominant culture and its belief
systems is of course closely tied to, but by far exceeds, his
consciously-taken stance regarding such topical issues as
cultural and national identity or the controversial Kominka
movement.
If a different approach is adopted, the most harshly
condemned story，“The Way，
” with its relentless exposure of the
inherently contradictory elements of the dominant culture and
the traumatic effects they have created in the individual psyche,
may even be regarded as the most subversive. The artistic merit
of “The Way，
” as I see it，rests precisely in the successfully
portrayed anxiety of the main character and his intense
struggles to overcome this anxiety through self-inflictive, even
sadistic, means. The generic traits characteristic of confessional
literature found in this story may not be accidental. Given what
we know about the literary history of this period, it can be safely
assumed that Ch'en Huo-ch'uan had exposure to modern
literary conventions from the West，not to mention the story’s
likely indebtedness to Japanese literary genres.18 Ch’en’s highly
sensitive descriptions of the subtle differences between the
Japanese and Taiwanese patterns of social interaction, of their
differently conceived behavioral codes in the public and the
private spheres，of the repressive nature of the Japanese men’s
avowed sense of honor, and even of the hom oerotic
18
I would like to specially thank Professor Robert Hegel for
reminding me of the stylistic affinity between “The Way” and the
Japanese “l_novel■”
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relationships between the hero and his Japanese acquaintances
are marked by an exquisite psychological realism.
In my view, therefore, what is needed for the study of
Taiwanese literature to become a viable academic discipline is a
refinement of its critical methodology. Since critical methodology
nowadays is often equated with particular “Western” versions of
it, objections to my view can be easily raised on nativist grounds.
Rather than debating such hypothetical objections here, I would
instead consider a more general problem confronting all
nationalist/nativist projects in non-Western modern cultures.
Partha Chatterje has suggested that since “the new high culture”
in these countries is essentially the product of an alien
imposition, the following questions must be asked: "Can [this
high culture] effectively supersede the various folk cultures and
become a truly homogeneous national culture? Is there not a
problem of incommensurability and inter-cultural relativism which
the new national culture must overcome?” （
Chatterjee 1993: 6)
A negative answer to the first question and an affirmative answer
to the second question supposedly lay at the heart of Taiwan’s
Nativist literary movement in the 1970s. But while the movement
has succeeded in raising people’s consciousness, the
fundamental problems have remained largely unresolved.
In an earlier study on post-war Taiwanese literature, I
came to the conclusion that the driving force behind Taiwan’s
Modernist literary movement in the 1960s and 1970s was
precisely a desire to create an elitist institution of high art. And
the Modernists believed that this could be effectively done only
through assimilation of specific forms of aesthetic ideology from
the West. The Nativists, while rebuking this effort and its
complicitous role in the spread of Western cultural imperialism,
nonetheless had recourse to an earlier Western importation,
socialist realism, which had once enjoyed a high cultural status
both on the Chinese mainland and in Taiwan in the pre-war era.
Indeed, many proponents of Taiwanese indigenous literature,
including the pre-eminent Yeh Shih-t’ao，have repeatedly
referred to the fact that the introduction of contemporary
Western high culture was done better in the Japanese period
than in Taiwan’s post-1949 era.
The situation is further complicated by the fact that,
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whereas the moderates following the liberal-humanist tradition
are often regarded as compradores for the imperialists, left-wing
ideology is a long-term ally of the nativist resistance. The split of
Taiwan’s Nativist camp in 1982, which ended the temporary
coalition between the two groups in the 1970s against a
common enemy, was at least partially caused by incompatibility
between the socialists' internationalism and the cultural
nationalists’ primordialism. In the post-Nativist nativization
discourse, with the anti-imperialist impulse being absorbed
largely by the overriding imperative of “desinicization” （
c/?’u
Chung-kuo hua), hostility toward Western cultural influences has
been much more relaxed.
Moreover, in the 1990s, riding on the high tide of the
globalization trend, public and private sectors in Taiwan have
aggressively tried to promote national, corporate, or personal
interests by creating cultural spectacles on the international
stage (such as the staging in the West of Lin Huai-min’s modern
dance and of the Chinese-opera version of Macbeth and efforts
to market art films at international film festivals). As active
participants in cultural politics at the domestic level, proponents
of indigenous Taiwanese literature have also begun to stress the
importance of “internationalizing” Taiwanese literary studies, and
major transformations of the discourse seem to be fermenting.
Indeed, in the last couple of years the discourse on
indigenous Taiwanese literature has appeared to be quite
susceptible to influences of the latest Western intellectual
fashion. For instance, in a 1995 essay, Ch’en Fang-ming
adumbrated a number of ideas from an impressive array of
contem porary critical theories (Ch'en 1996). Assigning
“postcoloniality” to Taiwan’s post-martiallaw period, Ch’en used
the term “second-colonization” to characterize the earlier post，
war period (1945-1987) and presented arguments about the
resistance nature of Taiwanese literature in that period. To
conclude the essay, he further appealed to a utopian vision
supposedly embodied by postmodern pluralism and feminist
egalitarianism as hope for the future of cultural re-construction in
contemporary Taiwan.
In an earlier stage of the nativization discourse, the
pure/impure binary opposition and the concept of “origin”
featured prominently, and one frequently encountered the
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fetishized image of the “land” and “mother tongue” （
Taiwaner
1996). Such romantic notions, however, have been harshly
criticized in intellectual circles, and recently we have seen a
notable change in the strategy employed by proponents of the
revivalist Taiwanese language movement. For instance, with
tactics of identity politics inspired by the discourse on
multiculturalism, Lu Hsing-ch'ang has effectively justified his
promotion of the Taiwanese language movement as an effort to
remove the “sinocentrism” （
Han-fsi/ c/7iy/?g-/7s//? c/w-//) so far
dominating language use in contemporary Taiwan.19
True enough, scholarly and non-scholarly appropriations of
Western critical theories in Taiwan are more often than not
superficial and marked by a layman naivete. Nonetheless, given
Taiwan’s cultural environment in which Western cultural products
continue to enjoy lofty status, the immediate effect of using these
Western theories is empowerment. Moreover, history has taught
us that imported ideas often have tremendous potential in
transforming indigenous culture and society in unpredictable
ways. Trained as a literary comparatist, I am inclined to accept
the general premise that cross-cultural fertilization is a positive
force behind human civilization, and I am more concerned with
the practical problem of how to improve the quality of scholarly
work related to Taiwanese literary studies. As I see it, the most
serious problem faced by Chinese literary comparatists and
perhaps by scholars of Taiwanese literary studies as well is the
difficulty of combining theoretical approaches with empirical
data. While Western critical theories hold great promise for
producing sophisticated literary interpretations, the greatest
pitfall is that they also tend to dictate the issues that would
receive the primary attention from critics. Methodology in many
cases determines the content of criticism. How to employ
interpretive frames with greater heuristic power but at the same
time to resist their restrictive effects seems to be an urgent task
for scholars of Taiwanese literature. In the remaining part of this
section, I will offer a critical analysis of two Japanese scholars'
critical writings on Kominka literature as an illustration of this
task.

呂興昌
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19
What further complicates this situation is the fact that the
mother tongue for many younger people living in the urban areas of
Taiwan is no longer Taiwanese.
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Unlike the traditional approach employed by an earlier
generation of Japanese scholars of Taiwanese literature which
focuses mainly on dating, textual verification, and meticulous
construction of literary chronology, works by Tarumizu Chie and
Fujii Shozo are unmistakably informed by the latest findings of
such Western critical theories as postcolonial discourse, Jurgen
H arberm as’ theory on the public sp h e re ，and Benedict
Anderson’s idea of “imagined communities.” In her paper on
“Ch’ing-ch’iu” [Clear autumn] by Lu Ho-jo, for example, Tarumizu
suggests that the hero in the story has an “ im perfect
identification” （
or “hybrid identity”）and that his inner conflict
mirrors the inherently contradictory relationship between
“modernization” and “traditionalism ” （
Tarumizu 1994a). In
another paper (Tarumizu 1994b), Tarumizu observes how a story
like Ch’en Huo，
ch’uan’s “The Way，
” which delineates in minute
psychological detail the soul-rending sufferings of an individual
Taiwanese in his efforts to transform himself into a Japanese,
inevitably forces a sense of guilt upon the Japanese colonizers.
Representing Japan’s younger post-war intellectuals as being
haunted by a sense of guilt for Japan’s military atrocities in
World War II and for its larger imperialist project, Tarumizu has
expressed a sentiment that finds its counterpart in Western
academe’s critical bashing of the modem Enlightenment project
and its complicitous relationship with imperialism.
Another Japanese critic, Fujii Shozo, argues that a
distinctive new group identity among educated Taiwanese had
emerged by the 1940s. Using literacy in Japanese as an index
for the general educational level in Taiwan, Fujii suggests that
the success of Japanese language education in Taiwan was the
essential enabling condition for the emergence of a reading
public for literary magazines and for the subsequent formation of
a local literary community, the Tai-wan wen-tan, distinct from
the Japanese literary centers, the chung-yang wen-fan. And the
Taiwanese w rite rs ’ collective endeavor to w rite about
experiences of the war helped to shape an “ imagined
community" that distinguished itself at once from Japan and from
China. The multi-lingual ability of the Taiwanese gave them a
sense of superiority in relation to the people they came in
contact with in South China and Southeast Asia during the
Pacific War. New perceptions and a new structure of feelings
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were gained, especially among the younger generation of
Taiwanese fluent in the Japanese language. The Japanization
program had thus created an unintended result: instead of
converting the Taiwanese into loyal Japanese citizens, it gave
birth to a unique community identity, which is very similar to what
is now referred to as the “Taiwanese consciousness.” The fact
that Fujii considers the remarkable success achieved by the
Japanese in modernizing its first colony as an essential
foundation for Taiwanese nationalism is reminiscent of a theory
proposed by South Asianists on the relationship between the
British empire and India, which suggests that the form er’s
colonial discourse provides a model for the latter’s nationalist
thoughts in the postcolonial period.
What interests us here is not the Japanese scholars’
ideologically determined moral inclinations, but rather their
Western-influenced methodological approach. This approach at
once provides a contrast with the empirical methodology of the
more conventional scholars, but also exemplifies ways in which
these Japanese scholars’ perceptions of the issue were
conditioned by the methodologies they employed, for their work
often contain inadvertent oversights.
Tarumizu has dealt with the sign ifica nt topic of
modernization, a topic conspicuously absent in Taiwanese
scholars1 writings on Kominka literature. Both papers, however,
may still be faulted for insufficient contextualization and for lack
of acknowledgment that the attitude toward modernity is
precisely a contested area among Taiwanese intellectuals of
different generations. Perhaps I may repeat some of the
observations that I have made elsewhere. Many of the firstgeneration writers of the Taiwanese New Literature embraced
modernity as an advanced stage of civilization, but the passion
was expressed in vacant terms, for essentially they never had
any real experience of a truly modernized society (see Chang,
forthcom ing). (A good example would be the m oralist
philosophical underpinnings of Lai Ho’s negative criticism of
tllaw.H) Most of the second-generation writers, pressured by
wartime literary politics, engaged in indirect resistance by means
of asserting nativism, notably by decreasing their criticism of
traditional, feudalist traits of Taiwanese society. However, if
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some of these writers consciously denigrated modern urban
civiliza tio n , sym bolically represented by the Japanese
metropolis, still others held exactly the opposite stance. In works
of the younger writer Chou Chin-po, who opted to side with
progress, a prominent theme was the urgency to modernize in
view of the obvious benefits that modernity could have brought
to the Taiwanese people. As Japan is equated with civilization,
these writers ardently supported Japanization, albeit not without
doubts from time to time.
Fujii’s theoretically sophisticated paper is significant in that
it calls our attention to the collective experience of educated
Taiwanese in the 1940s. Taking a sociological approach, Fujii's
paper has focused primarily on the intelligentsia rather than the
thinking elite, and therefore it com pletely disregards the
resistance activities the Taiwanese scholars have always
emphasized in a perhaps exaggerated manner. As compulsory
assimilation under the intensified assimilation program enforced
by the colonial government since 1937 necessarily heightened
the awareness of racial discrimination, one wonders if the
rekindled yearnings for a now much alienated China, as
documented in Lu Ho-jo’s diary and elsewhere by the works of
Wu Cho-liu, were not indeed echoed among the broader social
group of educated Taiwanese.
Resisting Tendentious Scholarship
In the first section of this paper, I suggested that the
tradition of the Taiwanese New Literature has been virtually non
existent in the mainstream literary institution of Taiwan's post1949 era, that the honor bestowed on such writers as Chung Liho and Yang KJui in the wake of the Nativist literary movement
was mixed with misrepresentation, and that the recent elevation
of the Taiwanese New Literary tradition to the status of cultural
symbol serves the goals of Taiwanese nationalism more than
those of literary studies. While several academic studies
devoted to the literary history of the Japanese period have been
published in the last few years, scholarly treatment of the topic,
“the legacy of Japan in the literature of postcolonial Taiwan，
” in
whatever marginal or oppositional form, seems to be lagging
behind. In what follows, I would like to offer some preliminary
thoughts on this important topic.
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In an essay presented at a 1995 conference, Chang Henghao eloquently appeals to his peers to depoliticize critical
judgments of Taiwanese literature. Chang first pointed out the
ironic fact that the inclusion of an inferior story by Yang K’ui，“Yapu-pien te mei-kui-hua" [An uncrushable rose], in middle-school
Chinese textbooks was actually based on a misinterpretation on
the editor’s part (a misinterpretation that fit Yang’s story into the
official ideology) and that, for similarly blatant political reasons,
an artistically more accomplished, award-winning story by the
same author，“Sung-pao-fu” [The newspaper man] had remained
largely unknown to contemporary readers (Chang 1996). He
then went on to call for a criticism that would defy the shifting
paradigms that are extrinsically originated and instead take into
consideration only the artistic merits of the work. These remarks
are immediately reminiscent of critical doctrines propounded by
Taiwan’s post-war Modernists，doctrines which served for them
as a powerful weapon for resistance to political and moralist
impositions deeply rooted in the Chinese literary tradition.
Of course, while reasserting the value of the artistic merit
of literature, Chang could not have forgotten that the
Modernists5 New Critical textual approach that privileges
intrinsic, artistic qualities was a critical paradigm passionately
renounced by the Nativists in the 1970s. Chang’s own study in
the paper, in fact, suggested something more. By documenting
the political manipulations behind the reception of Yang K'ui's
work, Chang has demonstrated the primary importance of a
contextual approach for literary historians of Taiwanese
literature. Indeed, a rigorous contextual study of the trajectory in
which a few Taiwanese writers carried on the tradition of the
Japanese period in Taiwan’s post-1949 era would be a
significant undertaking that promises to illuminate not only works
by these writers, but also the politically induced rapid shifts of
the dominant culture in contemporary Taiwan. To redress the
numerous m isconceptions built around the stigm atized
Taiwanese writers from the colonial period, misconceptions that
either grow from ignorance or political bias, it is particularly
important to attend to what Pierre Bourdieu has stressed: the
position and position-taking of individual writers in the general
field of cultural production.
Whereas the interest of many critics of the indigenous
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camp has been preoccupied by KMT (the Nationalist Party)
bashing, in reality the different types of peripherality assigned to
these writers for different non-artistic reasons reveal a much
more complex picture of the post-1949 cultural field. For
instance, the fact that Chung Li-ho spent many years in
Manchuria and North China and wrote excellent Chinese
certainly helped him win a prize at the literary contests in the
1950s, when language usage, and even style, were seen as
symptomatic of ideological allegiance. Yet his truly superior
literary talent did not earn him an important position in the
cultural field since he lacked other kinds of capital deemed
useful at the time.
Chung’s alleged “China complex” has been a focus of
attention in the recent “unification versus independence” debate
(Ch’en Ying-chen, Ch’en Chao-ying，etc.). The fact that Chung
eloped with his sweetheart of the same clan name— thus
forbidden to marry by the local custom—to Manchuria and then
to North China—which were then within the sphere of Japanese
political influence—instead of Japan, could indeed have been
motivated by pro-China nationalist sentiments, as has been
widely claimed (see Chang Liang-tse, Lan Po-chou). The heroic
stories of colonized Taiwanese searching for identity on the
Chinese motherland, which have been lamented by Hsieh Li-fa
(with reference to the musician Chiang Wen-yeh) and admired in
Lan’s work and Hou Hsiao-hsien’s movies, need to be better
contextualized. More research in this direction would be a
valuable contribution to our understanding of the educated class
in Taiwan in the 1940s and would either modify or complement
the picture portrayed in Fujii Shozo^ paper.
The current discourse on Taiwanese literature has
apparently established its own hierarchy. In fact, the higher
status or visibility enjoyed by certain writers is undoubtedly
derived from the political influence of their activities. For
instance, the merits of the personal memoirs of Wu Cho-liu, a
journalist in both profession and writing style, which have
registered Wu’s searching reflections on identity and his
historical witness of a turbulent age, certainly far surpass those
of his novel The Orphan of Asia, which is filled with trivializing
melodramatic episodes.
Yang K’ui and Yeh Shih-t’ao were perhaps the best known
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writers from the Japanese period but not necessarily the most
artistically accomplished. Yang's prestige comes partly from his
activism as a respectable leftist intellectual, and Yeh's capacity
as a spokesman for the bygone era in the nativization movement
derives primarily from his personal participation as a young
protege of Nishikawa Mitsuru in the literary circles of the early
1940s, which were led by the latter's Japanese magazine
Literary Taiwan.20 Yeh had a glimpse of something like a golden
age of Taiwanese literature, but that ephemeral moment,
unfortunately, happened to coincide with a dark period
historically marked by turbulence and treachery.
By contrast, the names of Lu Ho-jo and Chang Wen-huan,
probably the two finest Taiwanese writers of the 1940s, have just
begun to be known to the public. The fact that they wrote in
Japanese was of course the conspicuous reason for their lack of
recognition in the post-1949 era. But even in the course of their
resurrection，the primary attention has been given to Lu’s
mysterious death in the early 1950s in the armed rebellion at Luk'u, which made him a le ftis t m artyr to the N ationalist
government’s White Terror. As a matter of fact, the distinctively
different fiction of Lu and Chang represented a high-water mark
in tw entieth-century Taiwanese literature under Western
influences; the fact that their works’ ideological affiliations，
belong, respectively, to the leftist and the liberal-humanist
traditions means that they must be seen as historical inscriptions
deserving greater critical attention. Contrary to the legendary
manner in which Lu ended his life, Chang chose a non-resistant
path by retreating to a business career before he took up the
pen again in the mid-1970s. The novel he completed in 1978,
Kun-ti lang [The man who crawls on earth], synthesized several
major lines of thought found in his works of the early 1940s. But
because the novel was written in Japanese and published in
Japan, it has remained peripheral to the discourse of Taiwanese
literature.
As for the more aesthetically-oriented writers such as Lung
Ying-tsung and Lin Heng-t’ai, the impact of the change in
political regimes was less, but still significant. I personally object
to the claims that are sometimes made about their pioneering
status in regard to the Modernist literary movement of the 1960s
20 For a discussion of Yang K’ui in English, see Yee (1995).
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and 1970s, for it is easily demonstrable that the main thrust of
the movement, as part of a larger, liberally-inclined cultural
formation, came from elsewhere. I would argue instead that at
the beginning of Taiwan’s post-1949 era, what confronted such
writers as Yeh Shih-t’ao，Ch’en Ch’ien_wu，Lin Heng-t’ai, and
Lung Ying-tsung, was the instant devaluation of much of their
previously-earned cultural capital. What these writers have
eventually achieved, therefore, is invariably the result of
constant efforts to negotiate with a new set of laws upon which
the field of cultural production now operates.
In conclusion, I would suggest that the literary
conventions, aesthetic assumptions, and language usage of the
Taiwanese literary tradition in the Japanese period are of such a
rich diversity that any political appropriation of this tradition is
ultimately rendered meaningless. In fact, one distinctive value of
studying Taiwanese literature is precisely this: its inherent
hybridity and conspicuous deviation from the norm of a national
literature force us to recognize the futility of attempts to contain
the complexly interactive nature of any literary tradition, cultural
heritage, and personal life within a teleologically conceived
narrative. Such an understanding would effectively challenge the
very foundation of the prevalent moralist approach to Kominka
literature, an approach which is based on a binary opposition.
Evidently，the moralist critics’ purist and exclusionary attempt to
distinguish acts of furtive resistance from unrepentant sell-outs
among the Kominka writers relegates all other positions on the
spectrum to the status of unimportance or unintelligibility.
Nevertheless, the most common reactions to high-handed
political programs, be it the Kominka campaign or the Nationalist
"anti-Communisf program of cultural mobilization of the 1950s,
are by no means the extreme ones, and cannot be easily fit into
the binary mode. Here I would like to mention a dramatic event
that will probably help to confirm this observation. In a frequently
cited incident at the Taiwanese War Literature Conference in
1943，in order to fend off threatened or insinuated punitive
measures to be taken against Taiwanese writers for their
unenthusiastic participation in Japanese war projects, the
Taiwanese representative Chang Wen-huan supposedly
declared: "There is no non-Kominka literature in Taiwan. Anyone
who produces non-Kominka literature should be shot" (Lin 1996:
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296). Chang’s utterance appropriated the official language of
labeling in such a blatant manner that it foreclosed any further
interlocutory attempts; its conspicuous ambivalence was thus
left unquestioned. Years later, the ambivalence was echoed by
Yeh Shih-t’ao when he asserted at an interview that “Taiwanese
literature1is nothing other than literature of The Three Principles
of the People [of Sun Yat-sen’]” （
Yeh 1983: 255-56, 288-89).The
immediate contexts of these two utterances were no doubt
dissimilar, and the moral verdicts that have been passed on the
two speakers are quite varied. Perceived from another angle,
however, in both cases meanings assigned to the pernicious
political lingo are fluid and become self-deconstructing. What
compels our attention here, then, is strictly speaking neither a
“spirit of resistance” nor obsequious conformism. Instead，it is a
flaunting of the will by redefining terms in a way that rivals, by
means of mimicking，the political authority’s willful abuse of
language and its categories. As these utterances of ambivalence
register a coercive external condition that demands the
submission or collaboration of the speakers, the utterances are
ultimately accompanied by a sense of shame and humiliation, of
being dominated by power, which the speakers may or may not
be willing to verbally acknowledge. The work of Taiwanese
writers from the Japanese colonial period, which survives with
an invisible stigma, is filled with complex emotions of the sort still
awaiting proper analysis by literary historians.
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